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Correspondence from the State of Maine 
 from Previous EA/EBS & Current EBS 

 
  

- June 13, 2002 Letter from North American Aerospace Defense Command 
 

- June 10, 2003 Letter from Department of the Air Force 
 

- June 16, 2004 Letter from The State of Maine,  
Department of Environmental Protection 

 
- July 7, 2004 Response Letter from the Air Force 

 addressing June 16 Letter 
 

- May 3, 2005 Letter from The State of Maine, 
Department of Environmental Protection 

 
- June 24, 2005  Response Letter from the Air Force  

addressing May 3 Letter 
 

- October 11, 2006 Letter from the State of Maine, Department 
of Environmental Protection regarding Preliminary Final  

 
- October 30, 2006 Letter from the Department of the Air Force 

addressing October 11 Letter 
 

- November 28, 2006 Letter from the Department of the Air Force 
addressing nitrogen cylinders present on-site 

 
- December 7, 2006 Email from The State of Maine  

addressing the October 30 Letter 
 

- January 23, 2007 Letter from the Department of the Air Force 
addressing December 7 email concerning VOCs/solvents 

 
- February 9, 2007 Email from The State of Maine addressing the January 23  

Letter giving the clearance from the state to finalize the EBS 
 



 
 



 
 
 



 



 



 



 



 





  



 



 



 



 



 



 



 
 
 



 



 





 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



From: McLeod, Iver J [mailto:Iver.J.McLeod@maine.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2006 3:41 PM 
To: Hoag Elvie R Civ ACC PMS/CEV 
Cc: Wolfe, Theodore E 
Subject: RE: MaineDEPLetterOct30,2006.pdf 
 
Hi - sorry for the delay in responding to your letter. 
  
The only outstanding issue arises from some confusion on our part.  We have commented previously on 
the lack of analytical results for VOCs and SVOCs in groundwater.  Your Oct. 30, 2006 responses 
discussed the use of materials potentially containing VOCs/SVOCs. 
  
Your responses regarding use of cleaners, herbicides, etc. are satisfactory.  However, to my knowledge 
it's never been explicitly stated that the Air Force did not use VOCs to clean (or otherwise use) electrical 
components of the radar array.  That's not a criticism - I think it's likely that we have never explicitly asked 
that question.  It has been our experience at other former Air Force radar sites in Maine that TCE and/or 
other solvents were used by the Ari Force to clean electrical components used to operate the radar 
systems. In at least one case groundwater has become contaminated with TCE concentrations exceeding 
Federal and State drinking water standards. 
  
Therefore, please respond to this question.  If the Air Force does not know whether or not VOCs/SVOCs 
were used as discussed above, or if it turns out they were used, then additional groundwater monitoring 
will be necessary.  If it is clear that they were not used at all then we can consider the EBS to be Final. 
  
Please let me know if you have any questions about this. 
  
Thanks, 

Iver McLeod  
Project Manager  
Bureau of Remediation and Waste Management  
Maine DEP  
Augusta, ME 04333  

iver.j.mcleod@maine.gov  
ph: (207) 287-8010  
fx: (207) 287-7826  

 



 

 

 
 

 
 

                   DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS AIR COMBAT COMMAND 

LANGLEY AIR FORCE BASE, VIRGINIA 
 

23 January 2007 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR:  Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
 ATTN: Mr. Iver McLeod, Project Manager 
 Bureau of Remediation and Waste Management 
 17 State House Station 
 Augusta, ME  04333-0017 
 
FROM:  ACC PMS/CE 
              11817 Canon Blvd, Suite 306 
              Newport News VA 23606-4516 
 
SUBJECT:  Final Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) for Transfer of the Moscow, ME 
 Transmitter Site to the General Services Administration 
 
1. This letter is in response to your email question of 7 Dec 06 regarding the use of VOCs for 
cleaning purposes or other uses.  Attached please find a statement from our contractor who is 
currently preparing the final EBS.  To summarize, the Air Force has not used solvents to clean 
any electrical components at the radar site in Moscow.  However, there was a one-time use of 
solvents (paint thinner) to clean paint brushes; however, the paint thinner was properly disposed 
by Clean Harbors.  The Air Force switched to using disposable brushes thereafter due to the 
disposal expense.  Because of the virtual non-use of solvents at the Moscow ME radar site, we 
believe that no groundwater testing or monitoring is warranted. 
 
3.  We apologize for the time it took to respond to your 7 December email.  We had to wait for 
people to come back from the holidays to interview them. 
 
4.  Your immediate response would be appreciated.  Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 
 
 
 
      
     JOHN L. HEISER 
     Chief, Civil Engineer Division 
Cc: 
Ms. Claudia Said, MEDEP 
Mr. Ted Wolfe, MEDEP 
 
1 Encl 
Statement Regarding the Use of Solvents 



STATEMENT REGARDING THE USE OF SOLVENTS AT THE MOSCOW, MAINE 
OTH-B TRANSMITTER SITE 

 

The information provided below was derived from interviews with the following two 
individuals: 

1. Mr. Deane Smith, past Quality Assurance (QA) specialist at the Moscow site for 15 
years, and currently the sole caretaker of the property. 

2. Mr. and Mrs. Steve Treadwell, maintenance contractor for the Moscow, ME radar site 
for the past 20 years. 

In Mr. Deane Smith’s interview, the following statements were made when questioned regarding 
the use of solvents at the Moscow radar site: 

• The OTH-B radar site is electronically controlled (versus mechanically controlled 
which would use industrial cleaners) and the equipment has no moving parts with 
the exception of the pneumatic parts, which move back and forth.  There are 
spring-loaded valves. 

 
• All the equipment is stationary and locked in place, electronically controlled and 

pneumatically operated.  Cooling water is used for the transmitters, there is 
running air in and out of the transmitters, and deonized water is used. 

 
• Because the equipment is electronically controlled, a washing station was never 

built for washing parts of any kind.  There was nothing to wash. 
 

• The only cleaning solvent ever used was paint thinner, which was kept in a 55-
gallon drum (a maximum of 25 gallons were kept in the drum).  The paint thinner 
was used to clean paint brushes that were used for painting on one or two 
occasions.  Disposal of the cleaning solvents was performed by Clean Harbors.  
Because of the disposal expense with Clean Harbors, the maintenance contractor 
started using disposable paint brushes.  

 
• Chemicals were never poured on the ground, in the gutter, or down the storm 

drain or anywhere else. Cleaning solvents were disposed properly by Clean 
Harbors. 

 
• Mr. Treadwells’ experience at the radar site extends to about 20 years at the site.  

His contract recently expired with the Air Force because of the proposed disposal 
status of the facility.  The facility is now under Mr. Deane Smith’s care. 

 
• Under Contract F44650-02-C-0024, Mr. Treadwell was responsible for the proper 

care of all the radar equipment, the buildings, and the use of maintenance 
products.  Mr. Treadwell followed Technical Orders (TO), which laid out the 
instructions for properly maintaining and operating all of the assets at the site.  
Mr. Treadwell received all the local work cards to manage the facility and kept 
records of all maintenance performed.  There were also labor schedules kept.  
Attached is an example of a maintenance inspection and schedule.  The work 



orders are available for your review at your convenience; Mr. Deane Smith can 
accommodate a visit. 

 
Mr. and Mrs. Steve Treadwell, the maintenance/caretaker contractor, provided the following 
information during a January 11, 2007 telephone interview with Ms. Amy Stubbs, EES, Inc. 
environmental scientist: 
 

• Contractor was the caretaker of the Moscow radar site, which included inventory 
responsibilities 

• To the best of her knowledge, no solvents were used for cleaning and other tasks 
• No equipment required lubrication or cleaning with solvents 
• The caretaker logs stayed on-site and they are in Deane Smith’s care. 

 
In addition to the above statement, Mr. Treadwell provided the following information via an 
email dated January 11, 2007: 
 

• We did not use any solvents. 
• We do not have records of disposal of the solvents we did not buy or use. 

 
This statement was prepared by Gloria A. Hagge, Senior Environmental Scientist with Express 
Environmental Services, Inc. (EES) and reviewed by the U.S. Air Force, Air Combat Command.  
EES is the environmental contractor responsible for preparing the Environmental Baseline 
Survey (EBS) for the proposed disposal of the Moscow, ME radar site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      
        January 23, 2007 
______________________________   _____________________ 
Gloria A. Hagge      Date 
Senior Environmental Scientist 
Environmental Express Services, Inc. 
 



Ms. Hoag/Mr. Heiser: 
  
I have reviewed your response letter of January 23, 2007 regarding the subject site.  Your responses to 
Maine DEP's 12/7/06 email regarding solvent use at the facility are satisfactory.  We do not need to 
review the work orders mentioned in the letter. 
  
Therefore, the MEDEP considers the Environmental Baseline Survey for Transfer of the Moscow, ME 
Transmitter Site to the General Services Administration to be finalized. 
  
Thank you for your responses.  If you have any questions regarding this site please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
  
Sincerely,  
  
Iver McLeod  
Project Manager  
Bureau of Remediation and Waste Management  
Maine DEP  
Augusta, ME 04333  

iver.j.mcleod@maine.gov  
ph: (207) 287-8010  
fx: (207) 287-7826  
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EBS Questionnaire with Notes 
provided by Mr. Deane Smith 

 
 

  
 



EBS QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

Number General Liability Concerns YES NO N/A UNK 
A1 Have there been any federal or state enforcement actions against the facility?     
A2 Are there any pending enforcement actions against the facility, its owner, or operator?     
A3 Has the owner or operator entered into any consent decrees or administrative consent orders?     
A4 If so, have these decrees or orders provided a full release from liability?     
A5 Has the property or adjoining property been used for gas station, motor repair facility, commercial 

printing facility, dry cleaners, photo developing laboratory, junk yard or landfill, or a waste treatment 
storage, disposal, processing, or recycling facility? 

    

A6 Does seller's business involve the use, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous substances?     
A7 Have there been any citizen suits filed against the facility, owner, or operator?     
A8 Have there been any regulator warning letters or administrative orders against the facility, owner, or operator?     
A9 Have there been any notices of violation, consent orders, or consent decrees sent to the owner or operator under the citizen 

suit provisions of any statute? 
    

A10 Do any settlement agreements with the government or private parties leave the owner or operator open to subsequent suits on 
the same issues? 

    

A11 Can the facility incur future liability through non-compliance with the above orders or decrees?     
A12 Has the owner or operator received any Requests for Information, Notice and Demand letters or 

administrative inquires from any governmental entity with regard to its environmental practices? 
 

    

A13 Has an "imminent hazard" ever been alleged to exist at the site?     
A14 Has the owner or operator not maintained all records required by each environmental statute?     
A15 Is the facility out of compliance with any environmental permits?     
A16 Do past practices leave the owner or operator open to citizen suits or government enforcement actions?     
A17 Has the facility undergone any environmental audits/inspections?     
A18 Have audit/inspection deficiencies gone uncorrected?     
A19 Have any claims been made under the companies' insurance policies?     
A20 Is the company in violation of laws that require insurance policies to cover environmental contingencies?     
A21 Is the property adjacent to or on an abandoned mining site?     
A22 Is the property adjacent to railroad tracks or underground pipes?     
A23 Is the property part of or adjacent to an oil or gas producing property?     
A24 Are there any environmental liens or governmental notification relating to past or recurrent violations of 

environmental laws? 
    

      
Number Clean Air Act YES NO N/A UKN 

B1 Does the facility emit air pollutants into the environment?     
B2 Is the facility a type for which new standards of performance (NSPS) have been promulgated? See 

40 C.F.R. Part 60 for a list of new source categories and applicable standards. 
    

B3 Is the facility in violation or has the facility been in violation of the NSPS or the permit?     
B4 Is the facility located in a nonattainment area?     
B5 Will the facility be subject to maximum attainable control technology (MACT)?     

    B6 Is a capital expenditure required to meet the requirements of emissions reductions in the new Clean Air 
Act, i.e., is the facility required to reduce emissions because it is in a non-attainment area?

B7 Does the facility incinerate any wastes of any kind?     
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Number Radon YES NO N/A UKN 

C1 Were the results of an EPA short term radon test performed in the basement above 4pCi/l or 0.02 WL?     
C2 Is there evidence that nearby structures have elevated indoor levels of radon or radon progeny?     
C3 Have local water supplies been found to have elevated levels of radon or radium?     
C4 Is the property located on or near sites that currently are or formerly were used for uranium, thorium or 

radium extraction or for phosphate processing? 
    

C5 Were the structures constructed from salvaged material from oil wells or other structures characteristic 
of high radon levels? 

    

 Note: A property may be acceptable for radon if guidelines in AR 200-1, Chapter 11 are met.     
       

Number Clean Water Act YES NO N/A UKN 

D1 Does the facility discharge pollutants into the waters of the state or onto land from which pollutants 
Could enter such waters? 

    

D2 Even if the discharge was permitted by the state, is there any basis upon which EPA might challenge 
The variance or exemption as abdicating the state’s responsibilities 

    

D3 Are there or has there been any flooring, drains, or walls that are stained by substances other than water 
Or are emitting foul odors? 

    

D4 Do the discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) indicate violations of the permit? Have DMR's gone unsubmitted?     

D5 Are there any septic tanks, sumps from floor drains, or below-ground oil-water separators?     
D6 Have any toxic or hazardous pollutants ever been spilled or otherwise released at the site?     
D7 Is there cause to believe that any operation or equipment at the facility might be the cause of a future 

spill or release of a pollutant? 
    

D8 Has the facility neglected to apply for necessary facility NPDES storm water discharge permits?     
D9 Has there been any road oiling done on the facility?     
D10 Are there any equipment cleaning stations?     
D11 Are there sinkholes, abandoned manholes, abandoned sewer lines or other aquifer access points?     
D12 Are there any oily sheens on the surface water or unusual odors?     
D13 Can the facility's Clean Water Act permits be easily transferred?     
D14 Are permits required to discharge into the WWTF?     
D15 Will a new or modified permit be necessary for an expansion of operations?     
D16 Are there any visual evidence of wells?     

 Pressure tanks?     

 Pipes that extend vertically into the ground?     

 Above-ground pump heads?     

 Small sheds or shelters (sometimes resembling dog houses)?    

 Electrical transformers on poles for no other apparent use (especially in agricultural settings)?     

 Concrete pads surrounding a pipe or opening?     

 Depressions in the ground?     

 Small lined or unlined pits?     

 Simple holes in the ground?     
D17 Are there any non-permitted storm water discharges?     
D18 Does the adjacent property discharge waste water on to evaluated property?     
D19 Does the evaluated property discharge waste water on or adjacent to the property?     
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Number Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act YES NO N/A UKN 

E1 Has the facility ever generated, transported, or disposed of a hazardous substance as defined by Section 9601(14) of 
CERCLA? 

    

E2 Are any of the facility wastes disposed of in a manner which would create a release or a threat 
of release future enforcement or cost recovery actions? 

    

E3 Has the operator/owner ever notified the National Response Center of a reportable quantity release of a 
hazardous substance into the environment? 

    

E4 Is the owner/operator currently subject to any administrative orders under section 106 of CERCLA, and has 
it complied with all orders issued in the properly past? 

    

E5 Has the owner/operator received any section 104(e) letters from EPA requesting information concerning 
material sent to sites listed on the National Priorities List? 

    

E6 Has the company failed to develop a complete history of its past disposal practices, including production 
of all waste manifests, shipping records, disposal contracts, etc., to determine potential liability under 
CERCLA? 

    

E7 Has the facility failed to comply with the Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act?     

E8 Has the company received any notice from adjoining landowners, other potentially responsible parties, 
or waste disposal facilities that it is responsible under section 107 for cleanup costs or contribution? 

    

 
 
 
 
 

Number Resource Conservation and Recovery Act YES NO N/A UKN 

F1 Does the facility generate, treat, store, transport, or dispose of hazardous waste?     
F2 Does the facility accumulate hazardous waste for periods in excess of 90 days?     
F3 Does the facility hold a RCRA permit or EPA Waste Generator Number?     
F4 Is the facility out of compliance with applicable RCRA regulations?     
F5 Has there been any hazardous substances or petroleum products, unidentified waste materials, tires, 

automotive or industrial batteries or any other waste materials been dumped above grade, buried 
and/or burned on the property? 

    

F6 Has fill material been brought onto the property that originated from a contaminated site?     
    F7 Has there been any pesticides, paints or other chemicals in individual containers stored on or used 

at the property or facility? 
F8 Has an imminent and substantial endangerment ever been alleged to be present at the site?     
F9 Has an audit been conducted at this facility to determine RCRA compliance?     
F10 Has an inventory been taken to determine the amount and location of underground storage tanks at the facility?     
F11 Are there any vent pipes, fill pipes, or access ways indicating a fill pipe protruding from the ground?     
F12 Do existing tanks meet all requirements, i.e., financial assurance, leak detection, spill protection, overflow?     

    F13 Are there any petroleum storage and/or delivery facilities (including gas stations) or chemical 
manufacturing plants located on adjacent properties?

    F14 Are there any active underground or above ground tank facilities on-site for such activities as motor fuel, 
waste oil or fuel oil storage, hazardous waste or chemical storage in any size?

F15 Have any of the tanks that are more than 10 years old NOT been successfully tested for leaks?     
F16 Are there any deactivated USTs on the property?     
F17 Are there any hydraulic lift sumps for equipment?     
F18 Are there any lead screening tests that indicate evidence of lead-based paint?     
F19 Was the building constructed prior to 1979?     
F20 Is the paint peeling or chipping?     
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Number Toxic Substances Control Act YES NO N/A UKN 

 Note: Common synonyms/names for PCBs include chlorodiphenyls, Aroclor, Askarel, Pyranol and Inerteen.     
G1 Did the facility manufacture, process or distribute in commerce any chemical substances regulated by TSCA?     

G2 Have adverse consequences been alleged to have been caused by exposure to chemical substances 
produced by the facility? 

    

G3 Does the company have PCBs on site?     

G4 Is there a need for a comprehensive PCB survey?     
G5 Has the facility failed to comply with all asbestos reporting requirements?     

G6 Are there any florescent light ballasts containing PCBs in the building?     

G7 Is there any visible or documented evidence of soil or groundwater contamination from PCBs on the property?     
G8 Is there evidence of soil discoloration around present or former equipment sites, utility poles, etc.?     
G9 Are any of the lights damaged or leaking?     
G10 Are any of the capacitors or transformers inside residential buildings?     
G11 Are any of the transformers or capacitors not clearly marked, well maintained, or secure?     

G12 Have PCB concentrations of 50 ppm or greater been found in contaminated soils or groundwater?     

G13 Is there any evidence of hydraulic fluid leaks on lifts installed prior to 1980?     
 Note: Additional PCB containing materials: carbonless copy paper, brake linings, printers ink, synthetic 

rubber, natural gas (as a contaminant), microscopy mounting media, fabric coatings, and cutting oils. 
    

     
Number The Safe Drinking Water Act YES NO N/A UKN 

H1 Has there been a discharge of any substance or material at the facility which might find its way into a 
public water system? 

    

    H2 Is the property served by a private/non-public water system that has been found to have contaminants 
in quantities that exceed drinking water guidelines or has it been designated as contaminated?

H3 Does the drinking water at the facility contain lead at levels above 10 ppb?     
     

Number Asbestos Removal and Inspection YES NO N/A UKN 

I1 Was the building constructed prior to 1980?     
I2 Has the building been inspected by a certified asbestos removal team since 1980 for the presence of ACM?     
I3 Has all friable asbestos been removed or contained so that it does not create the potential for human exposure?     
I4 Does the site survey reveal any visible evidence of possible ACM? (boiler insulation, floor tiles, building 

siding, shingles, roofing felt, wall and ceiling insulation, acoustical ceiling tiles, window putty, fuse boxes, 
heat reflectors, air duct lining) 

    

I5 Is there any documented evidence of asbestos? (tests, surveys, management plan, etc.)     
     

Number Waste Disposal Facilities YES NO N/A UKN 

J1 Has there been or is there any pits, ponds, or lagoons associated with waste treatment or disposal?     
J2 Is there any evidence of acid pits located on or adjacent to the site?     
J3 Is it likely the property was used for illegal or uncontrolled dumping?     
J4 Are there any obvious high risk neighbors in adjacent properties engaged in producing storing or transporting hazardous 

wastes, chemicals, or substances?
    

J5 Was the site ever used for research, industry, or military purposes?     
J5 Has any of the site space ever been leased to commercial tenants who are likely to have used, transported, or disposed of 

toxic chemicals? (e.g. dry cleaner, print shop, service stations, etc.). 
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Number Additional Hazards YES NO N/A UKN 

K1 Do the tenant areas contain Urea Formaldehyde Foam Insulation (UFFI) that was installed less than a year ago?     
K2 Is there any identifiable UFFI behind exterior-wall switch and outlet cover plates?     
K3 Are there any elevated formaldehyde concentrations?     
K4 Did interviews indicate the presence of UFFI?     
K5 Are there any citizen complaints or local law enforcement responses to unexploded munitions (UXO)?     
K6 Has the property ever been suspected to contain or been used for military chemical/biological testing?     
K7 Has the Army Technical Escort Unit or Army Corps of Engineers responded to UXO or chemical test kits 

incidents? 
    

K8 Do any of the building structures have cannec (made from sugar cane waste) building materials?     
K9 Are there any small arms test ranges that have been used to perform function checks on serviced weapons?     
K10 Are there any ranges, impact areas, berms, maneuver areas, training areas, OB/OD areas present on the facility?     
K11 Is there evidence of any "red dust" (arsenic) from cannec materials?     
K12 Is there documented evidence that Electromagnetic Radiation (EMF) is present on the property?     

         
Number Natural and Cultural Resources YES NO N/A UKN 

L1 Does the site have any known or potential federal or state threatened & endangered species?     
L2 Has an Endangered Species Survey been completed for the area?     
L3 Have there been any Biological, Historical, Cultural, Soil, or Aquatic surveys of the site?     
L4 Does the site have any erosion problems, I.e. bare areas, gullies, runoff during major storm events?     
L5 Does the site have an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (IMRMP)?     
L6 Have planning level natural resources surveys been conducted on the site (including soils, flora, fauna, wetlands)?     
L7 Does the site currently have commercial natural resource activities (timber, agricultural, grazing outleases)?     
L8 Do NEPA documents exist that address/suthorize natural resource management activities?     
L9 Has a noxious weed survey been completed for the area?     
L10 Are there any buildings or structures older than 50 years old on the property?     
L11 Are there any archeological sites on the property?     
L12 Is there a Cultural Resources Management Plan inplace for the site?     
L13 Are there any known sites of importance to Native American tribes?     
L14 Is there a memorandum of agreement or programmatic agreement addressing cultural resources in place?     
L15 Have invasive, non-native plant species been identivfied on the property?     
L16 Has there been a wetland survey for the site?     
L17 Are there any planned projects to create wetlands on this site?     
L18 Are there any planned uses for this site that may impact existing wetlands?     
L19 Are there any completed or in progress Environmental Assessments and/or Environmental Impact Statements?     
L20 Was the proposed real estate transaction found to have "FNSI" or a "ROD"?     
L21 Has a Pest Management Plan been completed for the site?     
L22 Does the site have any major pest problems (insects, invasive plants, animals, pathogens, rodents, et cetera)?     
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Number   NOTES TO EBS QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

A6 Use only cleaning products and some paint & paint related products 
A13 TX staging area 1 – near helicopter pad, no hazardous material found, did best to 

clean up 
A22 Has culverts, drainage pipes 
B1 Emissions only from diesel gas & electric heat 
B5 There are 20-25 pulp mills in surrounding towns, not real close though. 
D5  There is a one separator at Sector 2&3  2 Total 
D6 No spills.  Found low percentage of arsenic in water in Sector 1 resulting from  

leaching from fence treated with arsenic.  ( The  arsenic at Sector 1 has not been 
determined if it came from the treated fence)   

D9 Calcium chloride used on roads 
D16 3 water wells present, 2 small shelters 
D19 Runoff onto Plum Creek Timber Company 
F1 6 quarts oil for tractor; 250 gal AST for diesel fuel (not full); and only small amounts of 

paint related products 
F3 Small quantity generator 
F7 Paint stored (no more than 5 gallons); no pesticides stored 
F11 Copper pipes (room 117) 
F14 75,000 water tank  is  empty  
F16 All USTs have been removed 
F19 Started 1979-1980’s 
F20 No peeling or lead paint; faded on outside.  Inside painted 1995-96 
G10 Small transformers 
G11 Fence not locked, not securing anyone or anything out from transformers 
H2 Arsenic (approximately 53 ppm) 
I1 Built in 1979-1980 
I2-I5 Not Applicable 
J5 Military purposes 
K3 Fiberglass insulation 
K12 There are radio-high frequency radiation hazard signs at facilities 
L1 Only sightings of osprey and peregrine falcons; some transient bald eagles. 
L3 An archaeological survey was conducted at the site, no archaeological sites were discovered.  

No traditional cultural resources are known to exist at the site.  The Maine Historic 
Preservation Commission (letter dated July 22, 2005) concurred with the findings of the survey 
report. 

L8 An EBS and EA completed October 2003 were prepared.  There are no required 
natural resources management activities. 

L11 See L3 above. 
L16 No, some minor saturated lands where ditches have been constructed 
L19 Oct. 2003 EBS/EA prepared by GMI 
L20 FONSI 
L22 Mice are present, use snap traps to catch them.  Herbicide aerial treatment (Roundup) 

was used to kill vegetation growing over transmitter equipment towers. 
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Underground Storage Tank  
Removal Information 

 
 



 
 
 



 









 



 
 



 



STATE OF MAINE

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Date of Certificate:

FACILITY REGISTRATION CERTIFICATE FOR

Please display this certificate in a  visible location at the registered facility.

Facility: 

Facility Registration Number: 

Date of Registration: 

Facility Phone: 

August 24, 2006

SECTOR 1 TRANSMIT SITE

CHAMBERLAIN HILL RD

MOSCOW
December 06, 1990

Owner: 

Sensitive Area Status: 

Facility Use: 

Operator: 

Number of Active Tanks: 

USAF AIR COMBAT COMMAND ACC

ANG BASE BLDG 510

BANGOR

ME 04401

 12556

207-990-7606

207-672-4109

Near Private Water

The Maine Department of Environmental Protection must be notified of any errors or changes in the information on this form.  To 

accomplish this, please draw a line through the incorrect or outdated information, insert the correct information, and return this form to:

Department of Environmental ProtectionBureau of Remediation and Waste Management 

State House Station # 17 Augusta, ME 04333

If the information on this form is accurate and complete, please retain for your records.

Attn:  Underground Tanks Program 

If you have any questions concerning this process, please call (207)287-2651 and ask for the administrator 

of the Underground Storage Tanks program.

SPALDING, KEN

PO BOX 626

BINGHAM

ME 04920

207-990-7568

USTs ONLY

Underground Storage Tank

Federal Facility



Chamber

Pipe

Monitoring

Piping

Type

Product

Stored

Chamber

Size

02/01/1994Removed01/01/1985 2000 1 UnknownF/glass single-walled

Overfill

Protection

 Tank  Tank Type Tank Size Tank Monitoring Date Tank 

Installed

Tank Status Tank Status 

Date

INDIVIDUAL TANK DATA FOR SITE NUMBER:  12556

 1  2000 Unknown CopperDiesel Unknown



 





 



 



 



 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



Oil/Water Separator Drawing 
 
 

 





Water Well Test Results 
 

  
 


